Abstract. Phonological and morphological variation in Classical Latin, e.g. diphthongs ae/au vs. monophthongs e/o, retention vs. loss of final consonants and initial h-, GEN.SG -is vs. -us/-os, DAT.SG in -ae vs. -a, etc., has typically been treated as regional in nature. However, these seemingly "rural" features cannot be considered instances of purely geographicallybased variation, for they also occur both on inscriptions from within Rome and in Roman literary usage. Coleman (1990:14) hints at "a social dimension" to this variation, but only for au vs. o variation. We argue, however, that a distinctly social dimension must be recognized for much of this variation, based on: 1) instances of hypercorrection 2) the observation that datives in -a occur only in private, primarily domestic, inscriptions and never in public or official inscriptions 3) Augustus's use of "rural" domos for domus, in keeping with the populist image he cultivated upon his return to Rome. This dialectal/sociolectal situation can be best understood, we argue, in terms of the model of urbanization of Milroy 1980 and Bortoni-Ricardo 1985.
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Variation in Republican Latin
The work of the past 25 years in sociolinguistics, including but not restricted to that of William Labov (e.g. Labov 1966 , 1972 , has led to the realization that finding variation in a speech community tied to social stratification is quite normal, virtually the unmarked situation. Thus, an assumption that there was socially determined variation in the Latin of ancient Rome is not a difficult one to make.
Moreover, given the premise of the Uniformitarian Principle, 1 whereby knowledge of the present is used to illuminate the view of the past, this assumption becomes almost a trivial one, perhaps. What is not at all trivial, however, is going beyond assuming and actually demonstrating that such was the case in ancient Rome. In this paper, accordingly, evidence bearing on the validity of this assumption is presented.
There is in fact a number of variable features evident in ancient Latin, taking a broad view geographically and focussing just on the middle and late Republican period, covering roughly the 4th to the 1st centuries BC, up to the death of Julius Caesar in 44 BC. For instance, as indicated in (1) (Wachter 1987:186, fn. 489) pola feminine praenomen CIL 390 [Pisaurum, 1q2C] , cf.
[p]aulla CIL 16 [Rome, 2h2C] 
The Social Dimension to Variation in Latin
Such variation has been subject to various interpretations, but the communis opinio (Campanile, 1961; Coleman, 1990; Giacomelli, 1979; Meillet, 1933:101-103; Palmer, 1954:60-62 ) is that these features represent geographically determined variation within the Latin-speaking area of Ancient Italy, and in particular that they represent features of "dialectal Latin" from the outlying areas surrounding the city of Rome and from Roman and Latin colonies. That there is some plausibility for such an interpretation is shown by the existence of several features that are regionally restricted within Latin and never occur within Rome itself. For example, the unusual 8 3SG imperatives in the Lex Luceria (CIL 401 [Luceria, 1q2C] ), given in (8), even if they may have resulted from some form of language contact (e.g. if they were Oscanized Latin--see Wallace (1988) Such an interpretation, however well-motivated it might be as a general approach to variation, runs into one insuperable problem, with respect to the features in (1) through (7). In particular, there are no obvious regions to which these features are restricted. Of special importance here is the fact that some examples of most of these features can be found in Rome itself in the Republican period, as indicated in (9) Consequently, other approaches to this variation must be considered, in particular, as suggested at the outset, a social motivation. Four pieces of evidence suggest that there is a social dimension to this variation in Latin.
First, Coleman (1990:14) has suggested that "there may well be a social dimension to the usage" of o for au (feature (1) above), since by paying attention to the social status of the authors of these inscriptions, he found that many such "inscriptions are by slaves or freed persons". 20 Presumably these speakers came from the lower social classes, thus permitting the inference that o for au was a feature of lower class usage in Ancient Rome.
In the same vein, our own examination of various of the features under consideration here according to the type of inscription in which they are found reveals some interesting distributional facts. Two of these features, the loss of -s after long vowels (9) and the DAT SG ina (10), are restricted in Rome to private inscriptions and never appear on public or official inscriptions. It would seem, therefore, that at least these two features can be characterized as nonstandard: they were particularized to individuals and appear to reflect register differences (roughly, official vs. colloquial). While such an ostensible register-based distribution is not in itself indicative of social conditioning of the variation, it is consistent with the observation that these features were not yet fully linguistically generalized, just as would indeed be expected if they were still in the relevant period a matter of socially determined variation.
Perhaps even stronger evidence of social conditioning is the fact that numerous hypercorrections focussing on the features in (1) through (7) Thus this evidence from the Latin of Norba, and from Volscian, suggests that monophthongization of *ou to o rather than u was an areal feature of central and southern Latium, so that attributing Augustus' genitive domos to his origins in Velitrae is reasonable indeed.
However, the question must still be asked why this feature persisted in Augustus' usage. Given what is known about Augustus'
interactions with the people of Rome, an answer suggests itself.
Augustus is well known for his concern for the people, and for his popularity with the common people of Rome, as documented in Suetonius's life of Augustus (see Yavetz, 1969:99-102 for a summary of this evidence). Moreover, at various times in his career, he needed the support of the common folk of Rome, e.g. upon his return after Julius Caesar's murder in 44 BC. To a certain extent, it can be said that he courted ordinary Romans, e.g. through his continuation of the popular public games that Julius Caesar had instituted and through his willingness to receive petitioning subjects (cf. Yavetz, 1969:101 The answer draws on the insights of modern sociolinguistics, for we suggest that features that were originally regionalisms entered Roman Latin as their speakers migrated to Rome as part of Rome's urban expansion; in this urbanization process, these once-regional features became transformed into socially determined variation within the city of Rome, as the speakers who used them came to occupy the lower socio-economic strata. Thus, the process of "linguistic urbanization" suggested by Labov (1972) and documented by L. Milroy (1980:188) , and just like the Brazlândia studied by Bortoni-Ricardo, which has grown up in the past 40 years as a "satellite" city to Brasilia.
Furthermore, available information about the population of Rome in this period, both in terms of the number of people and the composition of the populace, shows that rapid urbanization was responsible for the growth of Rome. The description given by Garnsey and Saller (1987:8) is revealing in this regard: That is, even though in other observations about the speech habits of the rustici, Festus says "the country folk say", with the verb in the present tense, in (24) the verb form dicebant "used to say" occurs. 35 Yet, in terms of the account of variation proposed here, a ready explanation presents itself: Festus uses the imperfect dicebant 'used to say' instead of the present dicunt because the feature in question during the period being reported on was no longer restricted to the rustici; it had become an urban feature as well, characterizing the speech of the urban lower class, the former rustici who came to dwell within the city of Rome.
Conclusion
Attempting to draw conclusions about the sociolinguistics of a speech community that is no longer accessible to direct study is admittedly a bit risky. However, doing historical linguistics often requires making the most of imperfect and limited data. Once we recognize, though, that historical figures such as Augustus were real people, and that the inscriptions cut in stone and preserved for so many centuries reflect the words of real speakers, then it is not so surprising that evidence should be available that demonstrates a linguistic sensitivity on the part of Romans to social differences or that the Uniformitarian Principle should be applicable here and should lead to the view that ancient Rome, in a sense, was no different sociolinguistically from urbanizing situations readily accessible to study today. It may be harder to prove such an assertion, but once demonstrated, it should be no harder to accept it. and for additional examples, the reader is referred to the work of Coleman (1990) and Ernout (1909) .
4. Inscriptional evidence is considered crucial because literary evidence can be tainted by later redactions in the manuscript tradition.
Moreover, while the grammarians' observations are often decisive and revealing, they may have had prescriptivist notions in mind in some of their accounts and in some instances may have followed Greek models.
Most of our evidence therefore comes from the 3700-or-so inscriptions that can be assigned to the middle and end of the Republican period (4C-1C). Examples from inscriptions are cited primarily from two sources, CIL I 2 : 2.1-4 and Degrassi (1957) and . The dates for most of the inscriptions are from Degrassi (1965) or Wachter (1987) . The dates of inscriptions not found in Degrassi (1965) or Wachter (1987) are followed by a question mark, but reflect conservative estimates offered by the authors of this paper. Note that we use "q" for "Xth quarter of" and "h" for "Xth half of" in these dates. 7. The NOM SG in /e:s/ is the oldest Republican Latin form (Ernout-Meillet, 1985:513) for this word. For examples see Enn. 228; Lucil. 200; CIL 583 [Rome, c. 123/22] . A 3rd declension NOM SG /ple:bs/ is first attested in the last decades of the Republic (e.g. Cic.
In Republican
Pis. 64).
8. The differences in the quality of the vowels in sueq(ue) and suisque are the result of different outcomes of monophthongization of PIE *-o:is. The probable phonological developments are: *-o:is > *-ois > *-eis > -e:s (sueq(ue)) > -i:s (suisque).
9. The reading given in Benedetto (1973:66, no. 31 ) is cucordie, corrected to cucordia by Wachter (1987:465) .
10. Var. R.R. 2.5.6: quae sterilis est uacca taura appellata; quae praegnas, horda ["a cow which is barren is called a 'taura'; one that is pregnant, a 'horda'"]. *dheg w h-ri-s ?, cf. foueo 'to keep warm'). Unfortunately, these examples do not have indisputable etymologies and so cannot be used with any certainty. For discussion see Ernout-Meillet (1985:222) and Walde-Hofmann (1965:535-37) .
12. According to Wachter (1987:216-218) , following a proposal made by Giacomelli (1973:309-315) , the retrograde c in primo.øenia is an attempt to spell a palatalized velar sound [‰g] . Note that the innovative spelling of the voiced velar [g] by means of g (first at Rome c. 260/250) is not found in this inscription, cratia = /gra:tia:/.
13. This text is in Wachter's list (1987:347-349 ) of inscriptions from Rome whose dates can not be accurately determined.
Presumably this inscription dates to the 1h2C.
14. In middle and late Republican Latin final -s was lost after short vowels if the next word began with a consonant. For discussion see Allen (1988:36-37) and Wallace (1984) .
15. Warmington (1940:83) Wallace and Joseph (1991:89) and Joseph and Wallace (1991:166-169 27. See also Frazer (1983) for an interesting discussion of the introduction of a rural phonological feature into an urban environment. 30. For discussion and examples see Wachter (1987:187-192) .
31. See Wachter (1987:238, 275 33. Admittedly, anser fits in historically with the socially determined h/Ø variation (see above (16)), but this word itself is never attested with an initial [h], and so was no more socially marked in this respect than any vowel-initial word.
34. Coleman (1990:22, fn. 31 ) also mentions this as a possibility for the datives in -a.
35. The imperfect tense of the verb dicebant is also disturbing to Coleman (1990:14) , but unfortunately he does not speculate on the reason for its use here.
